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Phenomena and Reality 
in Vijhaptimatra Thought (1) 
On the Usages of the Suffix ta in Maitreya’s Treatises 


Shoko Takeuchi 


INTRODUCTION 


l ViystaprimArra DOCTRINE was theorized by Vasubandhu in the 
light of Sūtras such as the Sandhinirmocana-siitra, the Mahdyana- 
abhidharma-sitra, the Sastras of Maitreya, and the treatises of 
Asanga. This doctrine, which alludes to śžnyatā (the philosophy 
attributed to Nagarjuna who was active around the second or third 
century A.D.), re-accepted the doctrinal structure of the Abhidharma, 
which had been thoroughly refuted by Nagarjuna and had become 
philosophically systematized as the teaching of Asanga and Vasu- 
bandhu. We should keep in mind that both Asanga and Vasubandhu 
were not only great philosophers but also great Yoga-dcarya. Due to 
their religious experiences, their philosophy became fathomlessly 
profound. It can be said that they established not only the doctrine of 
Mahayana Buddhism in India which developed after them but also 
that they were very influential in the development of Mahayana 
doctrines in China. The Vijfiaptimatra doctrine systematized by Va- 
subandhu was not limited to the thoughts of one school but became 
the basic theory underlying the entire Mahayana movement in India. 
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In China, the main current of the Vijiiaptimatra doctrine was 
systematized by K’uei-chi, a disciple of Hsiian-tsang, into the doc- 
trine of the Fa-hsiang School. K’uei-chi referred to the Sūtras and 
Sastras translated into Chinese by Hsiian-tsang as the fundamental 
texts. Since then, the tenets of the Fa-hsiang School have been stud- 
ied as a basic teaching of Buddhism by all schools in China and 
Japan. But in China and Japan this doctrine has been considered. 
‘pseudo-Mahayana’ and has been placed a step lower among Maha- 
yana doctrines. Why has it been considered lower? It is due to 
the fact that the Chinese way of thinking is different from that 
of India; moreover, the Vijfiaptimatra doctrine itself underwent 
changes. 

When Indian Buddhism was first introduced and accepted in 
China, the Buddhist way of thinking was naturally assimilated into or 
became acclimatized to the Chinese culture. For example, according 
to the Vijfiaptimatra doctrine, the defiled Glaya-vijnana is taken to be 
the ‘bedrock’ of the existence of sentient beings. In Vijfiaptimatra 
doctrine, the structure of the illusive world is explained on the basis 
of the dlaya-vijiiana. In contrast to that, there is the doctrine of the 
Tathagata-garbha, according to which the potentiality of attaining 
Buddhahood is contained within sentient beings. Looking at the 
illusive world from an Enlightened view, the Tathagata-garbha 
theory holds that the basis of world structure is the pure Buddhatva. 
At first glance these two doctrines may seem to contradict each other, 
but in India they never did. Although it can be said that the former 
seeks spiritual awakening and is always introspective and that the 
latter is more affective in practice background, and that therefore the 
two differ in the manner in which they expound the Buddha’s teach- 
ings, they are not inconsistent or contradictory. Many of Vasuban- 
dhu’s works belong to Vijñaptimātra thought; but there are also works 
such as the Buddhagotrasastra which are typical of the latter. In 
China, however, because these two schools of thought are put 
on the same plane, they assumed a critical attitude toward each other, 
as was the case with the ancient Chinese view of human nature, which 
according to some schools was considered originally good while 
others considered it negative. Chinese scholars of the Vijiaptimatra 
School claimed that the Tathagatha-garbha School’s doctrine was not 
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authentic, while the scholars of the Tathagata-garbha School criti- 
cized the other. 

It can be said that this resulted from the difference in the Indian 
and Chinese way of thinking. The former preferred a religious ap- 
proach, whereas the latter preferred a logical one. In view of that fact, 
it is inappropriate to claim that the Chinese interpretation is wrong 
from the Indian standpoint, or to view Indian Buddhism from a 
Chinese perspective; because although Indian Buddhist thought and 
Chinese Buddhist thought have had frequent contact, they have de- 
veloped independently of each other. 

It is worth noting that the translation of Buddhist Scriptures 
caused the Chinese refraction. They were translated into Chinese 
whenever they were introduced into China. They were not, however, 
literal, as were the Tibetan translations. The Chinese, because their 
cultural environment was different, put a great deal of effort into 
gaining a correct understanding. It is therefore difficult to reproduce 
the original text by reading Chinese translations. Out of kindness the 
Chinese translators, in order to render the translated words more 
euphonically, translated a single original word into two or sometimes 
even three words. In annotating the translated words, the Chinese 
commentators added new meanings to each of them. Thus, in spite of 
their kind intentions, the translators and commentators contributed 
to changes in doctrine. Buddhist Scriptures which were translated in 
that manner became the basis for Chinese speculation and developed 
into what is called ‘Chinese Buddhism’. Therefore, it is most natural 
that Chinese Buddhism has its own idiosyncratic color and tone in 
contrast to Indian Buddhism. 

Generally speaking, these facts can be considered the reasons for 
the differences between Vasubandhu’s theories and the theories of 
the Fa-hsiang School. But this is not all. A change took place in the 
Vijiaptimatra School itself. This change was not entirely of Chinese 
origin; it was due, in part, to Dharmapala’s interpretation. We can- 
not claim that the Fa-hsiang School resulted from a transfer of 
Dharmapala’s thoughts alone. It is conceivable that in addition 
there was the above mentioned Chinese interpretation of Indian 
Buddhism. 
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Concerning hetu-parinama and phala-parinama, I have 
compared and contrasted Sthiramati’s Sanskrit text of the ai 
śika-vijñapti-bhāşya with the Cheng Wei Shih Em, rao to 
Dharmapala, and have shown that both are consistent. Neve e pa 
the Fa-hsiang School has a different interpretation. This can $ 
attributed to the refractions in translation, not to Dharmapāla’s 
interpretation. But because we can neither find Dharmapala s 
original commentary on the Trimśika-vijñapti-kārikā nor refer to 
his other works concerning the Vijfaptimatra doctrine, we have no 
basis for deciding what is really Dharmapala’s interpretation and 
what are modifications added by the translator, Hsiian-tsang. There 
is, however, a fundamental difference between the Lene 
doctrine of Vasubandhu and the doctrine of the Fa-hsiang School. 
This difference can be found in their respective views of the tri- 
svabhava theory, regarding the interpretation of the relation between 
‘phenomena’ and ‘reality’, as is suggested in the title of this paper. 


THE TRI-SVABHAVA THEORY 


According to the treatises of Maitreya, Asañga, and Vasubandhu, 
the tri-svabhāva (threefold-aspect) theory is based on paratantra- 
svabhāva. All things exist as paratantra and pratitya-samutpada. 
Those who are unable to fully understand this truth just as it is 
remain in samaropa-apavada-darsanam which is parikalpita- 
svabhava. To be enlightened to this truth is the realization of parinis- 
panna-svabhava. The tri-svabhava theory is a world view ranging 
from delusion to Enlightenment. l Ey 

The mutual relations of the threefold aspects (tri-svabhava) is 
tersely shown in the Trimsika-vijnapti-karika,* which reads: 

nispannas tasya purvena sada rahitata tu yā? 
Here, tasya means paratantra-svabhava and pūrveņa means — 
pita-svabhdva. The above statement can be rendered into Englis 
as follows: 


In Paratantra-svabhava, the getting rid of parikalpita-svabhava is the 
realization of parinispanna-svabhava. 
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However, the statement as it stands cannot be applied to the inter- 
pretation of this verse in the Cheng Wei Shi Lun. According to the 
Fa-hsiang School, the interpretation of the verse is as follows: 


Parinispanna-svabhiva is that which is attained by getting rid of 
parikalpita-svabhava. And it is the absolute reality (tathata) as asraya 
on which paratantra-svabhava depends. ; 


According to this interpretation the word rahitatd is broken into two 
components, rahita and the suffix ta. Absolute reality (tathata) is 
indicated by ta. Ordinarily the suffix ¢a is used in Sanskrit when an ab- 
stract noun is formed; it does not possess an independent meaning. 
However, according to the Fa-hsiang interpretation, parinispanna- 
svabhava is tā, ie., tathata, but paratantra-svabhava itself is not 
tathata. In the Ch’eng Wei Shi Lun, it is said that 


twofold non-substantiality (dvaya-siinya) is not parinispanna- 
svabhava. i 


This is likened to the wind driving away the clouds and fog, and 
revealing the moon clearly—the wind is the ‘wisdom of the twofold 
non-substantiality’ and the moon is tathatā. Consequently, in the 
Cheng Wei Shi Lun Shu Chi,> we find the following explanation: 


Tathata is the nature of non-substantiality (śžnyatā) and is not non- 
substantiality (saya) itself. By sünya, tathata Sunyata is revealed. 


This thought is a source of a rigid distinction between ‘phenomena’ 
ance 

and reality’, the salient feature of F a-hsiang doctrine, which can be 

diagrammed: 


samskara paratantra-svabhava 


neither identical nor 
separable (pu-chi pu-l)® 
The relationship shown above between paratantra and parinispanna 
deviates from the tri-svabhdva theory which Vasubandhu advocated. 
F or Vasubandu the relationship is expressed by anekatva-ananyatva 
(neither identical nor different) and nanya-nananya (neither different 
nor not different). According to the Fa-hsiang School, the relation 
between ‘phenomena’ and ‘reality’ differs from Vasubandhu’s view 
The Ch’eng Wei Shi Lun Shu Chi’ states that the relation between 


asamskāra _ parinispanna-svabhava 
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paratantrasvabhava and parinispanna-svabhava is the relationship 
which holds between Gsrita (that which depends on something else) 
and dsraya (that on which something depends); but the relation- 
ship between dsrita and dsraya is not one of anekatva-anayatva (nei- 
ther identical nor different). However, in the Fa-hsiang School, it 
is said that it is ‘neither identical nor different’ because it is ‘nei- 
ther identical nor separable’. But strictly speaking, ‘neither identi- 
cal nor separable’ is not ‘neither identical nor different’. 

The relation between ‘phenomena’ (sarva-dharma) and ‘reality’ 
(tathata) is explained at length by the following metaphor. When a 
house is built of wood, it is said that the house stands for ‘phenomena’ 
and the wood stands for ‘reality’. In this case, it is clear that the 
relationship which holds between the house and wood is one of 
‘neither identical nor different’. In contrast to this, there is another 
view which states that the wood is not ‘reality’; a piece of land on 
which the house is to be built is needed first, and it is this land which 
is ‘reality’. 

‚The former view is held by a school called Ekayana, while the lat- 
ter view is the one upheld by the Fa-hsiang School. The relationship 
between ‘phenomena’ and ‘reality’ according to the latter view is one 
of ‘neither identical nor separable’. As the metaphor shows, the house 
and the land are mutually related; however, the land can never be the 
house. Therefore, the relationship between the land and the house 
cannot be said to be one of ‘neither identical nor different’. 

The way in which ‘phenomena’ and ‘reality’ are conceived, as 
demonstrated by the relationship between the house (4srita) and the 
land (dsraya), is unique to the thought of the Fa-hsiang School. 
Originally the relationship between ‘phenomena’ and ‘reality’ was 
explained as ‘neither identical nor different’ simply by adding the 
suffix ta to a word, e.g., dharma and dharmata, tathā and tathata, and 
so on. But the unique way in which the Fa-hsiang School explained 
this relationship originated in its interpretation that the suffix ta has 
an independent meaning of its own. We have already seen examples 
of this use of the suffix in the word rahitata (T.V.K.) and śūnyatā 
(Ch’eng Wei Shi Lun Shu Chi). 

At this point I would like to present a few cases of the suffix tā as 
used in Sastras by Nagarjuna, Maitreya, and Vasubandhu. 
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SOME USAGES OF THE SUFFIX ‘ta’ 


The term sinyata was used by Nagarjuna for the purpose of 
expressing a principle of Mahayana Buddhism. Together with pra 
titya-samutpada and madhyamd-pratipad, Nagarjuna used sin 
yata as one of the key terms of the doctrine. 

Nagarjuna’s use of the suffix tā can be found in his Madhyamaka 
karikda,® from which a few examples will be given. 


yah pratityasamutpadah sinyatam tam pracaksmahe / 

sã prajnaptirupddaya pratipat saiva madhyamd (24.18) 
apratityasamutpanno dharmah kascinna vidyate 

yasmat tasmad asiinyo “hi dharmah kascinna vidyate (24.19) 


In 24.18 pratityasamutpada = śūnyatā, and in 24.19 pratityasamut- 
pada = śūnya. Thus we can see that śūnyatā and Sanya are used 
without distinction. 

However, in Maitreya’s Dharma-dharmata-vibhanga® we find a 
special use of the suffix 7d, viz., in the distinction between dharma and 
dharmata. According to Maitreya’s text, dharma is ‘that which is to be 
extinguished’ (parihatavyam), and it has the nature of delusion—a 
phenomenon of samsdara. In comparison to that, dharmata is ‘that 
which is to be realized (saksatkartavyam), i.e., nirvana. This can be 
verified by the following Sastras: 

(a) anutpanndniruddha hi nirvdnamiva dharmata // M.K. 18.7 
(dharmata is truly the unproduced and non-extinguished 
nirvana) 

(b) dharmatam pratividhyéha' 

(dharmata is ‘that which is to be realized’) 

(c) dharmadhatu vinirmukto yasmad dharmo na vidyate!! 
(because a dharma which is freed from the dharmadhdatu does 
not exist . . .) 

From those passages the meaning of the word dharmata, as used in 
the Dh. V., can be easily understood. 

. The distinctive feature of the Dh. V. is to demonstrate the polarity 
of the terms dharma and dharmata by showing that dharma is con- 
textually related to the phenomenon of samsdra, which is to be 
extinguished. The relationship between the terms dharma and dhar- 
mata is stated in the Dh. V. as follows: 
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chos nyid ni chos med pa tsam gyis rab tu phye ba yin pa 
(dharmatd is clearly distinguished by merely negating dharma) 


Moreover, by merely adding the suffix ta to the word dharma, the 
polarity of the terms dharma and dharmata is shown as samsara and 
nirvana, which are to be strictly distinguished. Although the above 
analysis demonstrates that samsdra and nirvana are distinguished in 
the sense that the former is to be extinguished and the latter is to be 
realized, the two are after all identical. 

To recapitulate, the function of the suffix tā is to indicate the state 
to be realized. This is similar to the function of the terms tathata and 
tatha: tathata is distinguished from tatha by its meaning ‘that which 
is to be realized’. This understanding corresponds to the tenet of the 
Fa-hsiang School, which takes the suffix ta@ in the term rahitata 
(T.V.K. 21) asa state to be realized, discussed in the previous section. 


‘SAT’ - ‘ASAT’ - ‘SAT’ 


Now, let us look into the use of the terms siya and sunyata in 
Maitreya’s work, the M.A.V. It opens with the following karika: 


abhiita-parikalpo ’sti dvayam tatra na vidyate / 
sanyata vidyate tv atra tasyam api sa vidyate (1.1)? 


and is followed with 


na Sinyam napi casiinyam tasmat sarvam vidhtyate / 
satvad asatvat satvac ca madhyamā pratipac ca sā (1.2)? 


A comparison of those two Kārikās shows at a glance the difference 
between the meaning of sanyatd (1.1) and śānya (1.2). But according 
to Vasubandhu’s commentary on the M.A. V., the first half of 1.2 is a 
quotation from the Prajndparamitasiitra and is therefore not orig- 
inal to the M.A. V. itself. 

In the M.A. V., however, we find the following kartka: 


dvayabhavo hy abhadvasya bhavah śünyasya laksanam / 
na bhavo napi cabhavah na prithaktvdika laksanam // (1.13)4 


In Vasubandhu’s commentary on 1.13, the terms sényasya laksanam 
are commented upon by sanyataya laksanam; therefore, in accor- 


262 Phenomena and Reality in Vijnaptimatra Thought (1) 


dance with that commentary, the first half of M.A. V. 1.13 can be 
understood as follows: 


dvaya-abhava (A) 
Sunyataya laksanam — 
abhāvasya bhava (B) 


From the above, we can see that (A) corresponds to ‘dvayam na 
vidyate’ (M.A. V. 1.b) and that (B) corresponds to ‘sanyata vidyate tv 
atra tasyam api sa vidyate’ (M.A.V. 1.1cd). Now, the question is, is it 
suitable to consider M.A. V. 1.1 similar to M.A. V. 1.13? 

M.A. V. 1.1 expounds the existence of abhiita-parikalpa, the 
non-existence of dvaya (i.e., grahya and grahaka), and the existence of 
Stinyata. In M.A.V. 1.2 madhyamd-pratipad is elucidated by the 
formula ‘existence (satva) - non-existence (asatva) - existence 
(satva)’. This corresponds to the formula cited in M.K. 24.18. There 
madhyama-pratipad was elucidated ‘pratitya-samutpada (sat = 
exist) - Stinyata (asat = not exist) - upddaya-prajnapti (sat = 
exist)’. Thus, although the two texts are similar in their formulation, 
they are not in complete accord with each other. 

It is clear that in the M.A. V. abhiita-parikalpa is both paratantra- 
svabhava and pratityasamutpada. But in the M.K. ‘pratityasamut- 
pada’ is explained as prapaficopasamam,'> while in the M.A.V., as 
just pointed out, it is abhiita-parikalpa, and according to Vasuban- 
dhu’s commentary it is also vijfidna-parindma. 

The above discussion indicates a dissimilarity in doctrinal char- 
acteristics. In the M.K. asat is sinyatd and sat is upadaya-prajnapti. 
In the M.A.V. asat is dvayasya abhava and sat is sūnyatā. The term 
upaddya-prajnapti can be analyzed into the following components: 
upa (on) + adaya (to take) + prajñapti (to make known). Sinyata is 
a realm of silence where words are unattainable. For this reason, it is 
said that sänyatā is asat. But sunyata must appear in the realm of sat 

where words are attainable and can explain it. If it remained in the 
realm of silence it would remain meaningless to us. Therefore, when 
Stinyata presents itself in the realm of samvriti (delusive world), this 
Process is called upadaya-prajnapti. Hence, in the M.K., upādāya- 
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prajnapti refers to the retrospective working of sanyata. In compar- 
ison, in the M.A. V. śsūnyatā is sat realized through dvayasya abhava. 
Although the second item in the formula of madhyamd-pratipad 
expressed in the M.K. (i.¢., simyatd = asat) and the third item in the 
M.A.V. (sat = Siinyata) are both śūnyatā, in the former text it is asad 
and in the latter it is sat. In either case, śsūnyatā is placed at the 
summit of the path toward Enlightenment. The phrase tasydm api sa 
vidyate in the M.A.V. corresponds to upddaya-prajnapti, explained 
in M.K. 

In the M.A.V., siinyata and abhita-parikalpa are identified as 
satva. This indicates that the retrospective working of śsūnyatā ex- 
plained in the M.K. is expressed in the M.A. V. by the term sunyata. 
Accordingly, the formula ‘sat - asat - sat’ in the M.K. involves 
both a path toward Enlightenment and its retrospective working, but 
in the M.A.V. only the former comes to surface. This indicates the 
essential difference between the two doctrines. 

Now we must consider the terms dvayasya abhdva in the M.A. V. 
As we have already seen (M.A.V. 1.13), dvayasya abhava together 
with abhdvasya bhdva are regarded as sunyatd-laksanam. In that 
sense, dvayasya abhdava is not other than śūnyatā. In M.S.A. 9.78 
it is said that “the non-existence is the highest existence.”!® Vasu- 
bandhu comments on this as follows: 


Non-existence is the negation of parikalpita-svabhava, 
and the highest existence is parinispanna-svabhava. 


The Dh. V." explains that the non-existence of dharma is dharmata. 
Thus, aside from dvayasya abhdva there is no true bhava: abhavasya 
bhava. 

However, M.A.V. 1.1 cannot be understood in that manner. The 
verse in question states that abhiita-parikalpa exists, but (he himself) 
does not contain any duality such as grahya and grahaka. Now, the 
tri-svabhava as explained by Maitreya means that “in paratantra- 
svabhava the getting rid of parikalpita-svabhdva is the realization of 
parinispanna-svabhava.” The expression “in paratantra-svabhava” 
corresponds to the word tatra in the statement dvayan tatra na 
vidyate (M.A. V. 1.1) in M.A. V. 1.1, tatra does not mean that abhiita- 
parikalpa is left as an existence behind the “non-existence of grahya 
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and grahaka.” According to Vasubandhu’s commentary, tatra is ex- 
plained as abhita-parikalpo grahya-grahaka vikalpah.'® Therefore 
dvayasya abhava is nothing but abhita-pariklapasya abhava. But 
M.A. V. 1.1 says “siinyata vidyate tv atra tasyam api sa vidyate.” This 
implies that abhiita-parikalpa still exists after dvayasya abhdva has 
been realized. In Vasubandhu’s commentary, abhiita-parikalpa is 
explained as ‘yat . . . avasistam’ (that which is left over).!9 In this case, 
‘yat . . . avasistam’ and the aforesaid ‘tatra’ do not express an arith- 
metic remainder. Dvayasya abhdva is a thorough negation of abhiita- 
partkalpa. Yat... . avasistam and tatra express that abhiita-parikalpa 
negated as dvayasya abhava, revives on sunyata again. Strictly 
speaking, dvayasya abhava (M.A.V. 1.1) and śūnyatā are not synon- 
ymous. 

An innovated term which expresses the fact that the characteristic 
of the Vijfiaptimatra doctrine is a path toward Enlightenment is the 
term asal-laksananupravesopaya-laksana which means the charac- 
teristic of the anupravesa to penetrate into the non-existence of 
abhiita-parikalpa.” This is usually expressed as follows: 


vijñapti exists; artha does not exist; 
vijnapti does not exist also. 


Here, vijfapti is abhūta (not true). This can be known only retro- 
spectively. The Vijfiaptimatra doctrine explains the structure of an 
illusive world from the standpoint of abhitta-parikalpa. It explains 
that the first insight develops as to the fact that all things are 
vynaptimatra; then gradually even vijfapti is seen to be non-exis- 
tent. This process is implicit in the statement asal-laksandnuprave- 
Sopaya laksana. By means of such a process the existence of 
paramartha is realized. In Nagarjuna’s doctrine such a process 
toward Enlightenment is not explained fully. The salient feature of 
the Vijfaptimatra School is to elucidate that process. 
In the section dealing with dsraya-paravritti-pravesa in the 
Dh.V.,' four steps of prayoga are explained: 
1. upalambha-prayoga, which is the prayoga to become aware of 
vynaptimatra; 
2. anupalambha-prayoga, which points to the awareness that 
artha does not exist; 
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3. upalambhanupalambha-prayoga, which points to the aware- 
ness that if artha does not exist then vijfapti also does not 
exist; and 

4. nopalambhopalambha-prayoga, which points to the awareness 
that both vijfapti and artha do not exist and the two are 
identical. 

Of these four prayogas, the third one corresponds to dvayasya 
abhāva, and the fourth one corresponds to siényatd and abhiita- 
pari kalpa. In Vasubandhu’s Trisvabhdva-karika, the first three 
prayogas are expounded in K@rika 36 and the fourth one in Kā- 
rikā 37.7? 

Therefore, what is expounded as asal-laksandnupravesopaya- 
laksana is totally the path toward Enlightenment; but the retrospec- 
tive side as exemplified by the term upddaya-prajnapti, found in 
the M.K., does not come to the surface. From dvayasya abhava 
abhavasya bhava (Siinyata) are the process toward Enlighten- 
ment, therefore they are not identical. Accordingly, in M.A.V. 1.1 
the statements dvayam tatra na vidyate and sinyata vidyate are not 
identical. 


THE PROBLEM STATED 


In this respect, the relation between dvayasya abhdava and sunyata 
as expounded in the M.A. V. (especially in 1.1) closely resembles the 
relationship between sinya and siinyata expounded by the Fa-hsiang 
School. But in M.A. V. 1.13 there is a statement that dvayasya abhava 
is also siinyata-laksana. This does not pertain to the aforementioned 
process of asal-laksandnupravesa but is a statement made from the 
standpoint of śsūnyatā. 

In the doctrine of the Fa-hsiang School, the path toward En- 
lightenment is expounded schematically, so that only asal-laksana- 
nupravesa comes to the surface. Thus, the Fa-hsiang School would 
distinguish sanyata from stinya as the state to be realized. This caused 
a change in the way that the Fa-hsiang School understood the 
tri-svabhdava, especially in terms of the relationship between para- 
tantra-svabhava and parinispanna-svabhdva. As a result, in the 
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Fa-hsiang School the relationship between Phenomena and Reality 
cannot be expressed without consideration of the relationship of 
‘neither identical nor separable’, as was diagrammed in the second 
section. 

However, as mentioned above, textual sources indicate a singu- 
larity of relationship between ‘phenomena’ and ‘reality’, i.e., between 
paratantra-svabhava and parinispanna-svabhdva, as was evident in 
the relationship between dharma and dharmatā in the Dh.V. and 
between sunya and sunyatd in the M.A. V. In both the Dh. V. and the 
M.A.V., the process of asal-laksandnupravesa is expounded, and 
these Sastras emphatically state that ‘phenomena’ and ‘reality’ are 
identical. In the Fa-hsiang School, this is ignored. 

It is with this interpretation that we encounter a new problem. 
Was it due to Dharmapdla’s personal views that the separation 
between ‘phenomena’ and ‘reality’ took place, or was that a result of 
Hsiian-tsang’s interpretation, given in his translations of Dharma- 
pala’s works? The answer will be discussed in a future article. 
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